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Alternative Scenariosfor the Metropolitan Transportation Plan Update

Issue: What is the framework for creating Metropolitaraiisportation Plan (MTP) transportation and
land use scenarios to be developed over the suin2€x10 for use in public workshops in fall 2010?

Recommendation: The Transportation Committee recommends that treedBdirect staff to develop
three transportation and land use scenarios useffamework described below.

Committee Action/Discussion: For the 2011 MTP update, SACOG must create tateon and

land use scenarios for education and outreachbhcpwrorkshops in the fall of 2010. Staff proposes
create three scenarios using the draft regionalthrprojections from the Center for the Continuing
Study of the California Economy (with 150,000 fewd&relling units and 165,000 fewer jobs than the
current MTP). The scenario approach describedibel@ broad outline of the basic framework for the
scenarios. At its Juné®meeting, the Transportation Committee recommetiogiScenarios 2 and 3 be
distinctly different from each other, with ScenaBibeing more aggressive, on land use and transit
integration, in particular. These recommendatimege been incorporated into the Scenario framework.
Staff proposes to work with local agency staffdlumdetails of the scenarios within this broad famrk
and consider input received through the MTP foausigs. An update of the focus groups processhsill
presented to this committee under a separate item.

Each scenario will have a land use pattern painédvoth a low-end and high-end transportation letidg
of $30 and $40 billion, respectively. These buddpacket a range of $5 billion lower and highamth
projected revenue that staff anticipates over tiwgear MTP planning period. The higher budget is
intended to test the benefits of achievable investsif the region sees increases in federal, atate
local revenues. The land use component of theseasos will represent a realistic range of possibl
future development patterns through the year 2@3#d on adopted and proposed local plans and
policies, market performance, and regulatory asduece constraints. For the transportation scesari
the starting point will be a set of “common-to-gifojects, which account for at least half of tiverall
budget, with the remaining budget allocated to 1ofinejects tailored to meet the respective land use
patterns and scenario budget. At this early ststg#, thinks these alternatives could also sesveracket
the range of California Environmental Quality AGEHQA) alternatives that will be analyzed by the MTP
Environmental Impact Report, though we will be mefg these as we receive ongoing legal input. The
scenarios can generally be described as:

Senario 1. A refresh of the adopted MTP land use assumgtigth the same housing stock of the
adopted MTP (61 percent of new housing is compau)least amount of development in Transit Priority
Areas of the three scenarios. Transit serviceggteidn and bike improvements, and complete straéts
be allocated to corridors with appropriate landsusRoadway expansion will be balanced betweeefreli
of existing bottlenecks and congestion points, faiare bottlenecks based on growth.

Scenario 2: Regional housing mix based on recent market pedoo® and Blueprint housing mix
(68 percent of new housing is compact). A highepprtion of new development in transit prioritgas



compared to Scenario 1. Compared to Scenaricofytigris focused somewhat more in the urban core of
region and smaller urban and suburban centerse &denario 1, transit service and complete straiéts

be allocated to corridors with appropriate landsuset slightly higher thresholds will be appli&éan to
Scenario 1. Roadway expansion will again be badmetween existing and future bottlenecks, but wit
the balance shifted slightly to existing bottlergck

Scenario 3: Land uses characteristics of Scenario 2 modtbadcrease transportation system
performance. Regional housing mix increases stfaattached housing, focused on areas of transit-
oriented development. Share of growth in transdrpty areas more focused than in Scenario 2rtd &n
optimum mix of development intensity and more tiassrvice. Like Scenario 2, growth continues o b
focused more in the urban core of region and smatlegan and suburban centers. Again, transit servi
will focus on higher density, more mixed corriddrsif the thresholds would be higher than for Saenar
2. Roadway expansion will be shifted more towatdrassing existing bottlenecks than Scenario 2.
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Attachment A

PrRoPOSED FRAMEWORK FOR M TP PuBLIC WORKSHOP SCENARIOS

Scenario Local Streets Bridges and
Name Land Use Transit Ped/Bike Freeways
Sample Compact = Shuttles = Bike Lanes = |TS
Projects/ Development = Commuter bus = TS = Auxiliary Lanes
Measures Mixed Use = Fixed route bus = Complete Streets = HOV Lanes
Development in = BRT = Street widening = Interchanges
Transit Priority m  Street car = Bridges
Areas = |RT = New Mixed Flow
1 Compact = Emphasis on ®  Complete streets = Balance of
housing share = shuttles, commuter opportunities in new projects between
61% (same as bus, fixed route growth areas existing and
2008 MTP) bus = Some opportunity future
Compared to = BRT, street car and for complete streets bottlenecks
MTP: LRT where “remodeling”
Smallest share density/mix = Conventional street
of growth in supports it widening for
TPAs of the 3 bottlenecks
scenarios
2 Compact housing | = More opportunities Similar to #1 = Emphasis on
share = 68% for higher frequency More opportunities existing
(similar to bus and street car for complete streets bottlenecks
Blueprint)
More growth in
TPAs than #1
Higher share of . = More opportunities
3 growth in TPAs - ?c/l)?rsetr(ég?coar:?r:ges for complete streets - Sr;ear;tzrsis on
TPA growth more LRT. and other rail | ™ Greater reliance on exisptin
focused in ) ITS/management 9
location, higher services bottlenecks and
urban core

density—more
transit-oriented
development




